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In  1969,  the  Oregon  portion  of  the  Portland  Standard  Metro- 
politan Statistical  Area  -  Multnomah,  Clackamas,  and  Washington 
Counties  -  plus  adjoining  Columbia  County  contained  approximately 
kSO  units  of  local  government.  This  was  just  two  years  after  the 
1967  Census  of  Governments  had  declared  the  Portland  Si^A  the 
third  most  densely-governmented  area  in  the  Nation. 

Three  and  one-half  years  later,  the  same  Oregon  four-county 
area  contained  fewer  than  3iiO  units  of  local  government,  the  result 
of  the  creation  by  the  State  Legislative  Assembly  of  a  Local 
Government  Boundary  Commission  to  control  the  proliferation  of 
governments  in  the  metropolitan  area. 

Alaska  appears  to  be  the  leader  in  a  gradual  movement  by  the 
states  to  control  the  excesses  of  the  special  districts'  growth, 
starting  in  1959  x^rith  a  constitutional  provision  creating  a  Local 
Goverrjnent  Boundary  Commission  attached  to  the  Governor's  office. 
Since  that  time,  eight  other  states  -  Washington,  Oregon,  California, 
Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Michigan,  Minnesota,  and  North  Dakota  -  have 
tried  variations  on  the  Alaska  plan  with  varying  degrees  of  success. 
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Boundary  agencies  offer  an  alternative  to  the  judicial 
system,  since  unless  the  State  has  established  an  /.nnexaticn 
Court,  as  in  Virginia,  the  pressure  on  the  court  system  from 
local  governmental  boundary  disputes  can  detract  from  more  pressing 
business.     Such  agencies  can  be  advisory  (as  in  Uisconsin,  which 
can  only  deal  with  annexations)  or  have  their  decisions  become 
mandatory,   subject  to  a  referendum  or  to  the  courts. 

The  scope  of  such  agencies  also  viidely  varies,  so  that  while 
California's  Local  Agency  Formation  Commissions    (LAFCs)  are  usually 
restricted  to  county-level  reviews,  and  Oregon's  Boundary  Commissicns 
are  metropolitan-wide   (Portland,  Salem  and  Eugene),  both  Alaska  and 
Minnesota  have  created  agencies  administering  state  standards  on  a 
state-wide  basis. 

Varying  to  a  great  degree  are  the  jurisdictional  questions 
over  which  Boundary  Commissions  have  control.     California  LAFCs  can 
review  incorporation  and  annexation  requests,  and  Oregon's  Local 
Government  Boundary  Commissions  can  reviexir  and  initiate  annexations, 
incorporations,  mergers  and  consolidations  of  special  districts,  and 
the  detachment  of  territory  from  incorporated  areas. 

It  is  indeed  unfortunate  that,  vjhile  Bovmdary  Commissions  have 
been  in  existence  in  the  United  States  for  almost  15  years,  little 
study  has  taken  place  dealing  with  their  effects,   effectiveness,   or 
involvement  in  the  political  process  of  local  areas .     A  measure  of 
this  lack  of  interest  is  reflected  in  this  bibliography,  which 
contains  probably  90^  of  the  sources  dealing  with  Botindary 
Commissions.     The  remaining  lOjS  is  on  the  order  of  Commission 
reports  and  proposals  which  died  on  the  table  of  some  state 
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legislative  sub-ccsmnittee  whose  members  abhor  the  increasing  degree 
of  state  interference  with  home-rule  and  "local  control, "  whatever 
that  is,     Haiever,  at  least  a  fifth  of  the  states  have  realized 
that  the  governmental  health  and  stability  of  their  metropolitan 
areas  is  essential  to  state-wide  economic  and  political  health, 
and  have  declared  orderly  local  boundary  changes  a  matter  of  state- 
wide concern. 
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